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ABSTRACT 

This paper reports a series of events that occurred 
at Anderson College (South Carolina) as a result of cojiflict between 
a college acadeaic policy which allowed students to withdraw fron a 
course without penalty up until the 12th week of a 16 week seaester, 
and a regulation of the state approval agency for veterans education 
which required that* veterans withdrawing after aid-tera be, given a 
grade? of "F". EeingMn a ndn-coapliance situation with thi state 
agency jedpardized the college's ability to offer approved programs. 

o veterans* To change the policy would aean subaission to ^ternal' / 
.govtoJiental intervention in the acadeaic -affa^irs of the college^ and 
would have the effect of altering* the policy fo? all students to 
satisfy the needs of the 7% of the stud.ent bod'y-rcoaprised of 
veterans* Although the faculty traditionally exercised control over 
acadeaic policy natters, tine considerations necessitated a decision- 
by the- college president. A study was .subnitted to the president 
detailing student and faculty view:^ on the aatter of coapliance., and 
ecoiioaic and publicssrelations considerations. The president decided 
( that^-the college should defend' its policies froa governatental 
intrusion,, and that any policy changes' dictated by the state would 
affect veterans only; non-Areterans were not to be penalized by any 
stich policy alterations* (JD5) 
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ABSTRACT ' .' . ., / - 

— ' ' * * ^ 

The purpose of ' this stiidy was ^ to determine the extent / 

to which external ^forces may rerqui3pe modification of inter-^^ 

nal college decision-ina>ring procedxires. In addition^ it 

•^'as the intent of- this study to determinevif the specific 
** • ♦ 

issue of the possible loss of 'Yeye'nue because of regula- 
tions involving veterans justified in t^e minds of faculty 

and students the direct intervention of the president oj^ 

/ 

the college w'ithoiit following normal college decision-making 
procedures. , " " , / 

Selected faculty members -and veteran students "vere inter- 
viewed in an attempt to determine^^attitudes toward' alternative 
solutions to the problem. An economic impact study was con- 
ducted to d.et^rmine the degree/to which the college i,s depen- 
dent -upon revenue generated from veteran students. - 

It was detern^infed that the faculty members were generally 
favorable toward whatever presidential action might be in the 
best interest of the college. The , student vfeterans,^ on the 
other hand, Voiced strong oppositioh to any action by 'the 
president that might result in a policy, that might be 4iscrimi- 
natory toward them. , . \ / * 



It 



was further determined that, even though the operating 
budget of the college is not Heavily dependent upon .veteran 
enrollment, ther^. was a public rela*tipns factor to be examined. 
It was expected that, if the college wefe to lose its approval 
for veterans training, the public would yiew this loss of 



approval •as an* indicator of inferior prograinining and/or teaching 
•on the part of the .college. Thii^ potential negative publicity 
'created a strong demand tjiat- the college conform, if necessary, 
to •governmental demands.- ' 

The recommendat:ions arising f2;ora the study called for 
an initial stance of nonrcomplrahce to test the degree of 
determination on the part of the governmental agency. ' It was 
further recommendeB ^that the (College make' Vhatevet changes 
might be necessary , i^i order to retain, veterans education 
approval. ^"^^^ - - * * 
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/ introduction ■'■'',> 

> - t - - - ' 

The trend to open admissions and , enrollment , coupled with 

liberal academic poliqies of some J^nstitutionS of higher learning 

hars led to abuse of., the progr^ of edijcational benefits provided 

by the Veterans Administration (hereafter referred to as VA) . 

if • • * . * 

One' representative of the VA has estimated $394 million to be a 

conserv^ative estimate of the cumulative amount of uncollected 

overpayments . to student veterans^ and other eligible recipient;? 

(he2*eafter referrecJ ^to as' veterans) • The United States Code (1) 

provides the l^gal framework for the VA program of educational 

assistance, ^nd this Code is implemen1;ed by scores of interpre- 

tative regulations. Certain regulations '(2) have been- revised 

* • * J, ** 

to provide .greater guidance to State ' approval agencies in set- ^ 

ting approval' criter-ia with respect to school attendance, pro- 

gress, and ponductl It is the responsibility of the State . 

approval agencies to interpret* the revised regulations and to 

establish minimum standards 'of progress for the higher educa- 

tion commtinity/ ^ - ' ' 

'When the "Standards of Progress and Conduct*'- were set forth * 

by the State approving agency foi;^ veterans education in South - 

Carolina, Anderson College found itself to be in noh-compliance 

with the standard'; Furtheinnore, the ccJllege was unable to meet * 

the ifequired guidelines through the normal decision-making pro- 

cedures in time to meet the deadline stet,i?y the State aj^proVing 

agency* It became necessary for. the president of the college. to 
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• decide whether or not to by-f5ass the normal decision-making 
procedures and establish an academic 'policy* by deq^ee. The 
purpose of tftis study, therefore, was 1 to determine the extent 

i 

to which external forces may require mpdif i|cation^ of iaternal 
college decision-making procedures. In addition, it was the . 
intent of this study to detei/mine if a* specific issue involving 
the possible loss of revenires'^^i^fecause of regulations involving 
veterans justified in the minds of faculty and students the 
direct intervention of the president without following nprmal 
college decision-making procedures. 

This study ^includes an interview device that was designed 
to. determine the probable reaction of the faculty to a presi- 
dential decree on an academic policy. It' also includes an 
interview device that was designed to determine the reaction 
of veter an students toward an academic policy that might be 
discriminatory against them. A third part of the study was 
an economic* impact study that was designed 'to determine the 
economic impact 'upon the 'institution of a potential loss of 
veteran students in the event, of ^presidential inaction and 
subsequent' adverse action by the^ governmental agency. 

The find^ings of the study were tabulated and presented 
to 'the president of the college as resource materials. 

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE ^ - - 

: — ^ ■ 

'' ♦ * 

• I • ' - • " 

Anderson College' is a private liberal arts two-year college 

• » • • 

with, bn enrollment off 1200 students. Seven per cent pf *the 
♦ *• 

I • , .■ • 



•students. ^enrolled at the cpllegfe receive. VA benefits • The 

• * 

college- has a spotless record in' its local administration , of ^ 

Vft-related inatters, and the administration of the college was^ • 

alarmed to learn that changes in VA regulations took the 

appearance of gover'nitiental intervention ^n college acadfemic 

policy. * - " ' 

- Veterans Education (3) states that "the regulations are 

* 

not to be interpreted! as a cUriSCtive from the VA to the school 

for a particular standard, but Q^ly that approval for a course 

requires that the school i^afe $ standard, and /that it enforce 

- • / ' 

it." In the same paragraph^, the article states that "a student 

- ' v 

withdrawing after midterm would receive an. 'F' for the course 
in the absence of extenuating circumstances." 

At -this point, in the view of the administration of the 
college, the VA regulations^ represent a significant intrusion * 
by a governmental agency into -the internal academic affairs of 
the colleges. ^ It is at this point that Anderson College is not 
in compliance with the minimum s^^andWrds of progress set forth 
by the State approval agendy. The' policy of thfe college is that 
a student may withdraw from, a course Without academic penalty 
through the end of the twelfth week of a sixteen-week semester. 

There are no provisions of the law which would allow the 
VA to define for ,a sch!ool what constitutes satisfactory progress 
for a student (4). The approval agencies-^ have es.tablished a , 
broad interpretation of a statement found in the. abovemention'ted 
nited States Code: "Approval of courses by State approval 



agencies* s.hall be in accordance with the provisions of -Chapters 
34 and 35- and such other regulations and policies as the StatQ • 
.approval agency may adopt." (5) The VA encourages this broad 
interpretation (6) even though this is not in keeping with the 
•spirit of the law which limits the powers of the VA in this 
matter. The United States Code specifies that "No department, 
agency, or offider of the United States, in carrying out this 
chapter, shall exercise any supervision or control, whatsoever, 
over any State approving agency, or 'any educational institution." 

The ardministration of Andersbn College was faced with four 
options, none of which seemed t^o be satisfactory. The first / 
option was to refuse 'to aTter the academic policy of ^ the college 
on the matter of the last d^y for withdrawal from a class without, 
academic penalty. The probable outcome of. the exercise of th^j.s 
option was the loss of , approval for veterans education. Veterans, 
would then be unable to receive VA benefits for study at the 
college.,* ' , ^ 

The "^second option was to chaiige the pQlicy on 'withdrawal 
for al} students of the college by moving the last 'day for with- 
drawal without penalty to the middle of the semester. This 
would work a potential hardship on the 93% of the student body 
who were not veterans in order to accommodate the needs of the 
jninority. ^ . * 

' The third option was to change the policy on withdrawal '\ 
for veterans whil^ leaving the ^^olicy unclj^nged for* non-veterans* 
This would create a situation m v^hi*6h; veteran studfents woul<3 
experience academic discriminatioh and* the rcoHeae vould Stand 



in a precarious position *if a veteran* sjiould bring , lawsuit 
againrst the college as a result bf this stance. ' • ' 

The fourth option was to submit to the State approval 
agency a document of non-compliance and then wait to see what 
would happen. This- delaying tactic would give the administra- 
tion of the college an opportunity to Ifearn the degree of de- • 
termination l^eld by the State approval agency. This tactic 
would also give the administration an opportunity to convey 
its displeasure -with' the governmental intrusion in a more 
meaningful way to both faculty an,d students. 

Ttie problem had further significance to the college in 

te^ms of^its implications ' for governance. Adam^/ ^t.' al. , (8) 

* » * 

after extensive research on college decision-making sy'stems, 

were able to conclude only that "a good deal jnore^work needs 

to be done in studying current (decision procejpses^' and information 

systems in colleges.'^ AlLen (9) points out that ("all forjns of 

campus .government fall somewhere along a continu^um from authori- 

* . * • 

tarianism to participatory democracy." , ^ / 

•The decigion-making process at And^son College may^b^ 

-,■"•/'• ■ I 

found on the abovementiorted /continuum to be closer to the 
bureaucratic model than the participatory model, but there 
are many areas of shaj:^d-"aTrEhofi ty . The college acknowledges 
the scalar view of institutional organizatiqn as defined by 
Stroup (10-) in which all responsibility not reserved by the " 
board of trustees rests in theory and in fact upon the president. 
As is true of most colleges (11) the president is the dominant' 



figure on carapus with'" more power than afiy other person ^05 

group. Whenever a major dep-ision must' be made he stands • • 

\ / * y " ' ■ .* 

accountable for that decision whether it is made by him 

• w* " * • 

personally or by some indivjlj^ual or ^oup to whom 'authority 

has been delegated^ * * 

/ In keeping with the Standards of \Accreditation of the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (12) mofet decisions 

related tp academic policy have >been deleg^ated to the facility 

of the college. Even , though the college has not witnessed the 

evolvement of a strong faculty bureaucracy claiming the right • 

to control thji totality of, the institptioii, as ftas been th^ 

case in many institutions (13) ,^ the faculty has .nonetheless 

become accustomed to the ex^rcise^of control over such matters 

as curriculum and academic policy. Members 6£ the faculty gen- 

^raljy have fel^ that this arpa should be ifeft to their control* 

' . The personal qua]^i«ties oS. the . president have^ irif luenced 

the types of decisions the fa-culty have madj^ ,on many occasions, 

asi might be expected (14), but it is the academic dean who is • 

* the* man in the middle. ^ He is the on^ individual .whb must be ^ 

al/le to balance fatuity authority witl;i administrative efficiency 

i^afch^(JL5X ^points cuaty-tbe cruoial- role flayed by ^ the' dean as 



he leads and lives, this paradoxical role; Anderson College Hks 
been fc5rtunate to have had goocj lir^es of commjinxcation, between 
the dean and-^the faculty as^jizoii as between the president and ^ 
the f aculLty 



Mclnri^s (16) has published a Statement of Rights for College 



Administrators. Thrs statemejpt is a defianse of, the president of 



.the ctoll^e in his. ^glgce. p£ responsibility as thj& ;vltimate 

decisioo-maker on the campus. Ma/yhew^ (l")) has gbne a -step 

farther in pointing, out that "central to- any workable Bill-. ' 
. ' *' ' * ' ' • ^ *; 

» of rights" should be a dispersion " of * the myth that admipistra- 

tors are r^sponsibli? 't^ 'the facultyl' I^egal responsibility 

, and accountability flow directly dcwn-ward 'from boards o£ 

' /• " ^ . ^ . 

^u^'tees to presidents tand on ^to Jiheir chief administrative . 

•» . - • • . ' ' ' ^ 

^ asfsociat^s. Obvious^-y, faculty members-should.be consulted, 

I* , , * • 

fehould. 'provide advice, and should be involved in jbhe decision 
»• • « * • 

If ' 

taking apparatus^ However responsibility is anpthet'-'ma-tter 

and this flows through ^I'egally sanctioned, channels." 

The governing boar^/^Sf^he college shquld not ^be subject 

to undue pressures, ^ijAn , state officials or othet outside 

^ •* ' - 

groups; furthermore, the governing bo^rd should protec^t the 
aShinistration -f rom similar outside pressur^^ (18). ^ 

The person^ who were in the middle of this problem were, 
of co^rse; the students who were enrolled at the college. If 
a. decision wgre mad^ ra^=^;i^ange the withdrawal date for all 



•students to mj.d- semester, then^^all students would feel, them- 
selves' to be penalized. If 'a decision were; made to chrange 
the* wj.tl:idrawal date for veterans only, their it is they who 
would feel the penalty If a decision were made to leave 
the policy unchanged, the veterans would cqnceivably find 
themselves unable to attend Anderson College under the VA 
|>rpgn^. It was recognized that any decis^ion musT;, k^^P in 



mind 



/ 



the welfare of the students who stand ag. recipients of ♦ 



benefits or penalties of academic policies. 



PRO.CEDURES , " . • \ ' ' 

The pjrocedvires followed iji i:his stftidy involved ^nte^^iews 

\ ' ' ' ^ 

with, selected members fcf the faculty and selected veteran' stu- 

dents. There was al^a an economic impact study to .^^nnine 

the --degree to which ' the eponomy of thq college was dependent 

^upon revenue -generated from the enrollment of v^teran^> 

The interviews with faculty members represented an attempt^ 

to measure their attitudes toward the decision-making process 

^ ' V * 

of the college%with respect to academic policy in this parti- 
cular^^ituation (see interview questions in Append/.x I) . The 
fa<5^1ty memb^rsr who wejre 'interviewed were .t'ha^e who sit on the 
^^eademic Council of the coj^leg^. The reasons for selecting 
these- faculty ^m^bera^'^Sfther than selecting a raildom sample 
of the faculty were tworold: " (a) ^they had alaready been made- 
aware of the problem faced" by the college vith reference, .to 
the" VA Standards pf Progres-s and therefore did not require 
lengthy explanations of the problem^ .ant^ (b) the .Academic 
Cpup-cil* serves as a screening committee on matters of curri- 
culum and academic policy* 'Most iiiatters related to academe 
policy 'i^each j^he faculty by way of this grjDup. • , • 

'The interviews .with veterans represented an attempt to 
measure their awareness cJf and^ reactions to fhe .VA Standards 
of Progress, ' and the ;Lmplications of this problem for them 
as'^student-^ of th^coilege (feee. interview questions in Appen- 
dix.II). Ten veteran students were interviewed. Their selec- 
tion, was by chance encounter on' the campus over a period -of 



several days. 'These interviews took place as the writer fii^t 
students whom 2^e recognized to be recipients 6f VA- benefits* 
^ Interviews took place irv the canteen, the gymnasiiira; the hall 
of a classroom building, in, the , parking lot, and in the writer's 
office. ' • ' 1 * " • ^ 

♦ The economic impact study was an attempt tp determine the*- 

amount pf revenue generated for the college from tuition, room, 
w^hd board from veterans enrolled in the spring^semester , »1976 . 
This revenue was viewed within the 'context of the institutional 
operating biidget. Tlie findings then served' as the basis- for-' 
a* projection of revenues, to be ^collected or lost in t^ie academic 
year 1976-77, and the^impact upon the .college budget w^s out- 
lirjed. The projection took into account a predicted drop, in 
veteran ^^rollment after June, 1976, as a result of ' th^ expira- 
tion of 'benefits available for those veterans who were discharged 
from service t§n or more- years ago* , • ' 

The findings of the. three parts of the study were tabulated 
ajnd' i!>r^sei;it^d t^ the presTdent of the college as resource materials 
.It was assumed that tHe facultj: members and the vfeterans f * 
who were interviewed were representative of their respective groups 

and that tH% .findings were similar^ to those that Would have resulted 

* / • > 
# *, ' 

from interviews, with others from these groups. 

A limitation upon the selection of veterans who we're inter- 

/ ' ' . ' • 

\ • * 

viewed Was tha^ the writer doed not immediately recognize all 
veteran studdnts upon sight* It .is estimated that he would have 
recogijized 75% of the* veterans upon sight. 

•14 . . 



• ■ ^ 10' 

A secpnd t>rocedural limitation suf^faced in» the economic 

impact study when tly&^vrlter, unable to study the institutional * 

Budget (which is not readily available to level 3 administrators) ^ 

was forced to glean data from an interview with the business 

administrator of the college. It is assumed that the verbal 

communication of data was effective and that the resulting 

• , *»• 

'findings are accuratg> 
RESULTS 

Seven of the eight faculty members who sit on the Academic . 
Council were interviewed (see Faculty Interview Questions in . 
the Appendix) • Five of the seven expressed no objection to v 
an administrative change' in academic policy if suchjphange is ' t 
needed; two expressed mild objection; none expressed str:orig 

• objection. ' * " 

' - ' . * * f 

* Three of the seven. felt that the last date for withdrawal^ 

witHbut' penalty should be moved to mid-semester for all students 

in order to bring the college into compliance with the Standards 

of Progress: regulation;'^ only two of tl>e sev^eri felt that *the date. 

should l^e left unclianged for non-veterans and moved to mid-seraes«- 

ter for veterans. The remaining two feltvthat the date should be 

left .unchanged' for all -Students. They felt that the- college 

should risk losing vfeteran stu^Jents if necessary in order^ to 

retain institutional integrity. * ^ ^ * ' 

Fot\r of the seven faculty members felt that their answers 

^ere representative of the feelings, that wQUld- ^ expressed by 

the entire faculty upon their bein^ infojnned of the new VA 



o 15 

ERIC . c ' - 



• . * - 11 

Standa^fds of Progress. Three of the seven admitted that they 

did ^ not expect to find much agreement on the matt^ among 

faculty members. . ' • 

tjgne o^ the ten veterans who we?"e interviewed (see ^Veterin 

Interview Questions in the Appendix) were aware of the St-andards 

of ?rogres3 prior to the interyiew* There was -a unanimous 

display of resentment on the part of the veterans when they 

were told of the changes in the regulations. 

None of the ten veterans were in favor of ari academic policy 

change that would be, disc^-iminatory toward them. Eight of the 

ten felt that the administration should make the necessary policy 

change prc5vided ij^ covered all students c Twp of the* ten felt that 

,the college shoulji run the risk of losing approval for vete'r'ans 

training by fighting the governmental agency'^ , 

> ' * 

* ' ^ % * 

When asked where they wjouldl attend ^college' next year if 

. . . ' • * 'i - ^ ' . 

Anderson College were to lose approval for veterans training^ 
only on^ of the ten said he would retura to Andersoft College, 
Six others did not know where they would go, if anywhere^ 

The economic imjJact study revealed that approximately 3.2% 
of the budgeted anticipated income from tuition, room, and 
boarS for the 1976-77 fiscal year is anticipated . from veteran 
students. * ' V , 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS . 

The.' faculty interviews revealed no strong feelings for or / 
agaxnst a* administrative decision on this particular area of. \ 
academic policy under the given circumstances. \ It follows that ' 
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the faculty .would .probably accept withcmt serious objection 
whatever decision *tnight 'be made by the administration in; this 
partiqular matter. Faculty reactions were therefoj/e ccnf^dered 



to be a problem of minor consequence. • . ^ - 

On -the othter hand,^he student interviews revealed sctoe 
exceptionally strong feelings on the part- of th^ veterans. 
While their strongest reaction was one of anger toward the ' 
governinentai agency, the most relevant reaction to the study 
was that of strong opposition to any change of golicy that 
WQ^ld place the veteran in a les§ favorable position aca- 
d^i'cally than the non-veteran. Student feactiori to aca- 
i^emic change was theref 6re^c6nsidered to be potentially a 
problem of significant consequence*.^ * • • * 

The economic impact study revea'led that the . college is 
minimally dependent upon^ ^revenue generated from veterans'. ^ 

The loss of such revenue woulcj not be an economic disaster 

* 

due to the. relatively small percentage of veterans in the 
student body and due to* the fact that many of the veterans 
are part-time students. ^' ^ , « - 

i ' 

-An* addi1;ional factor arose during the stjady, nairtely, the 

public relations facjtor. " In .considering, the implications to 

^he college 6f the- loss of approval for. veter^^^ns tr:aining, it 

A» , ^ - • * 

was felt that public relations would be a si'gnificant *f actor. 
"^It was felt that the public would equate suchjloss^of approval 
to program inferiority,, and it would be difficJult to communi- 

' '\. '■ 

cats to the public the true reason for such los« of -rapproval. 



The following recommendation was submitted to if^e presi 

'% - 

de:nt pf the cblLege: • - J, 

It is recoinmended that, the college look with alarm uppp 
• - V 

governmental control of such internal matters* of the -college' 
as^academic regulations and Dolicy-making. It is recbgnized ^ 
that there have been gross abuses of VA benefits at some in*- 
* stitutions, but these are a small number of institutions, TTji^ 
VA has chosen to censure the entire academic community for the 
-^abuses Deroetuated j3y a few. Anderson College has a spotles€> re^- 
cord in the administration of VA benefits to student vetera3is> 
' • It ^should i^e noted that VA l>enef its represent a form 
financial aid ^^inistered alongside, but not through, dbhe**-^-) 
college- The could . eas1&^ justify '*a set of standards 
♦ ' be* re'quiired of: veterans' i^ these stg^dards and the deci3i<S^s 
^^ated thereto were admijiistered totallynby*VA ori the \:>^±s 
of repcftrts, (such as -S^ade reports or transcripts) svibmi^J:ed 
by the colleges. Decisions related to discontanuancejof VA 

f /h 



/ S 



benefits would then be made by the administrator of 4che bene!- 
fits and not by the educational is^stitution. 

The St^dar^s of Progress regulations were developed 
without input from thfe colleges., and universities', govern- \ 
yiental agei)cies^continue to turn a deaf ear toward' the pleas 
of the academic community for a voice in ti^%Eonimlation of 
regulations that vitally concern the internal affairs pf the 
campus. , * , 
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It* is reconroended that Anderson College svtmit ^ts proposed 
standards of progress to the State approving agency without sig- 
nificant change from presently established academic policy. The ^ 
academic policies of Anderson College will probably be found to 
i>e acceptable in most areas — hopefully all areas — except that 

/ " ' 

of the last date for withdrawal from course >^7ithout academic 
i 

* penalty. 

It is further recprnmendeS that^ Anderson College be prepared 
to defend its policy from governmental intrusion in ^very possi- 
ble way. If It is determined thAt'.the college will lose its/ 
approval foo: veterans ^ducatioiY unless it submits to governmental 
demands for academic policy^ cnan^, it will then probably necome'. 
. necessary to sybmit to such Change. It would not -appear to be in 
'^'\ the best interest of the coilege or of the students for the approval 



^^ji-.to be withdrawn. 



If policy chancfe becomes necessary,, it is recommended • that 



;%he last dat^ for withdrawal from a coprse without academic' penality 
t>^^bhanged to mid-semester for all students. A discriminatory 
p^i^^ opens a pandora's box of problems including student morale, 
rec^^^d-keeping, and potent^ial court litigation. ' ' * , 



The B^re^ident of. the college acceptea the above reconmienda*^ 

"A- • ^ " ^ 

tions and ^^nstructed that they be follow-pd with one modif icatiofn. 
The modification was with regard to'^^the policy change for all 
students. *Ws ' directive was that any policy changes that: might 
be dicta'I'ed JJ^y VA should be made for Veterans only. ^ Non-vet- . 



erans must n'ot be penalized by such changes. 
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APPENDIX I 



FACULTY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 



1. What would be your reaction if the administration of the 
col lege-nvere to establish a new academic policy for the 
purpose of meeting the VA Standards of Progress? 

(1) No objection 

(2) Mild objection 

(3) Strong objection - ^ 

/ » ^ 

.2. Do you think the last date for withdrawal from class without 
penalty should be moved to mid-semester for all .students? 

(1) Yes r^^^ , 

(2) No ' • : . 

♦ ^ ' 

3. Do you think the last date for withdrawal without penalty 
•^should be moved to mid-semester for veteraji^ and left un- 
changed for other students? ' " * 

( 1 ) Yes ' • . 

(2) No A 



/ 



4; Given the fact that we have approximately 100 veterans en- 
rolled this semester, do you think the college c^ afford 
to risk losing this students by?^'not meeting the minimum 
standards. of progress? 

(1) Yes ' ; ' — , " ' 

Q2) no • * ' e 



5. Do you feel that the majority of the faculty members of *4he 
college would agree with your answers to these questions? 

(1) Yes ^ ' ^ ' • 

(2) No 



r 



/ 
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APPENDIX II 



VETERAN INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 



1, Are you aware, through reading or othe?r media, of the new 



Standards of Progress that will be reqtiired 
■students in college? 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 



of veteran' 



2. The Standards of Progress specify that a student who with- 
draws from a -course after mid-semester must receive a grade 

"of F for that course. This requ^irements holds true for all 
' colleges in the state. In view of the fact that Anderson 
'College, students have the opportunity to withdraw niucji la.ter 
•in the semester without academic penalty, do you think the 
college should change the last date for withdrawal to mid- 
, semester for all students? * / 

• * . ( J ) Yes 

(2) No , . . . • * 

# ' - : * * ' • 

3. Do you think the college should change the last date for . 
withdrawal without penalty to mid-seraegter fOf veterans 
and leave it as is for non-veterans? 

. (1) Yes • \ . ^ . 

(2) No ^ • - * 

4* Do you^think Anderson College should, leave the last date 
for withdrawal without penalty as it nqw is and run the 
risk of losing approval for veterans education? ' 
('l),Yes-- - ' 

(2) No ' , 

• » * 
5, If Anderson College'^ should elect* not to change its academic 
policy o^ withdrawal^ and if ^s a 'result, the college should 
lose its approval for veteran education y where would you go 



to school next year? 
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